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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

I )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on Mi/Zoo^ 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) S Claim(s) U4 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) V4_ is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

I I )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)Q Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 1 , 3-4 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 1 : A) perhaps applicant should insert -source — after "a light" in line 8 in order to 
clearly describe the invention. 

B) perhaps applicant should replace "auto" with -automobile — and "served) with - 
repaired — in the last line of the claim in order to maintain consistency throughout the 
claim. 

Claim 3 : "the energy zone" in line 5 lacks antecedent basis. 

Claim 4 : perhaps applicant should replace "an auto being served" in the last line of the 
claim with -an automobile being repaired- in the last line of the claim in order to 
maintain consistency throughout the claim. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being incomplete 
for omitting essential structural cooperative relationships of elements, such omission 
amounting to a gap between the necessary structural connections. See MPEP 

§ 2172.01. The omitted structural cooperative relationships are: A) It is not clear how 
the sighting system is structurally related to the thermometer, B) It is not clear how the 
light for illuminating is structurally related to the thermometer, C) It is not clear how the 
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magnetic base is structurally related to the thermometer, does the magnetic base 
serves as an attachment of the thermometer (or the sighting device, or the light for 
illuminating) to the automobile? 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 2-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hollander et al. (U.S. 5823679) [hereinafter Hollander]. 

For claim 2 : Hollander discloses in Fig. 12 a device comprising a IR temperature 
measuring and processing device including an IR optics, inherently having a focal 
length, the optic directing an IR energy from an energy zone from a target onto an IR 
sensor so as to determine the temperature of the target at the energy zone. 
For claim 3 : Hollander discloses in Fig. 12 a device comprising a laser device for 
illuminating (visibly outlining periphery, col. 4, lines 44-61) an area around the center of 
an energy zone of a target. 

With respect to the preamble of claims 2-3: the preamble of the claims does not provide 
enough patentable weight because it has been held that a preamble is denied the effect 
of a limitation where the claim is drawn to a structure and a portion of the claim following 
the preamble is a self-contained description of the structure not depending for 



Application/Control Number: 10/699,220 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2859 

completeness upon the introductory clause. Kropa v. Robie, 88 USPQ 478 (CCPA 
1951). 

6. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Winnard 
(U.S. 6614337) 

Winnard discloses in Fig. 1 a device having a magnetic surface/ base, the 
device is attachable to any surface including a surface of a car, so as to attach a tool/ 
instrument. 

With respect to the preamble of claim 4: the preamble of the claims does not 
provide enough patentable weight because it has been held that a preamble is denied 
the effect of a limitation where the claim is drawn to a structure and a portion of the 
claim following the preamble is a self-contained description of the structure not 
depending for completeness upon the introductory clause. Kropa v. Robie, 88 USPQ 
478 (CCPA 1951). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claim 1 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. Claim is allowable 
because the prior art fail to teach a dual laser cross beamed sighting system including 
two lasers oriented to have their beams cross at the focal point of the IR optics, in 
combination with the remaining limitations of claim 1. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The prior art cited in the PTO-892 and not mentioned above 
disclose related devices and methods. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to the Examiner 
Verbitsky who can be reached at (571 ) 272-2253 Monday through Friday 8:00 to 4:00 
ET. 



GKV Gail Verbitsky 

Primary Patent Examiner, TC 2800 




August 24, 2004 



